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- NOTES ON THE HISTORY OF INTERDISCIPLINARITY

) . Judy Rosen




The theme of interdisciplinarity has recurred consistently
in both the dreams and the nightmares of orgesnizers, funders and
conductors of social scientific research since the close of the
second world war. Today a major portion of both federally and
privately funded soéial research identifies itseif with this alleged
innovation. A large, though not largely illuminating, body of 1it-
erature ‘has been generated in én attempt to evaluate the importance,
success and drawbacks of conducting research outside the limits of
the traditional academic discipline. This paper brings together
and outlines the general points and findings of thatvliterature.
In>éddition, it attempts to put the notion of interdisciplinarity
and the way in which it is now being discussed in some kind of

‘ historical perspective.

What is new in the last few centuries is not the unification
of knowledge, but rather its fragmentatidn, division and class;fication.
The social science disciplihes.as we know them emerged only at the
end of the 19th Century, out of the umbrella sociai science of moral
philosophy. The first two sectioas of the paper discuss, firsf,
the central viewpoint and doctrine éf the moral philosophers and
second, the philosophy and history of the movement away from a
unified social science énd toward the isolated academic discipline.

. In the third section, we lay out and try to assess the current
debate aboﬁ;mhow and why the social sciences should or should not
agtempt a reunification.

The line frpm moral philosophy through the separation of the

o sccial sciences to present attempts at their re-integration is
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crooked in some places, broken in others. Everywhere it is
suffused with these considerations: ‘ﬁhét role does morality
(values, reason, subjectivity, or God, if you will) play in human
science? What is the nature and origin of the categories with
which social scientists approach their data? . What are they
seeking to explain and for what purpose? The ways in which the
nineteenth century answered these questions sets the stage for

today's conflicts over inter-disciplinary study.

The Enlightenment: Moral Philosophy

The reformation destroyed the Catholic unity of the medieval
Church. There could never again be only one way of looking at the
world. Freed from theology and from salvation dependent on works,
science went to work on the world of the here and‘now, the world

in all its "natural" glory.

The eighteenth century Enlightenment took up the course that the
Reformation had stérted. Glorifying the Greeks who "deduced their morals
from the nature of man rather than from the nature of God"1 ;nd who
made their study of life oﬁe of ;rganized criticism, the Enlightenment
philosophers proclaimed philosophy (sciénce) the supreme cure for
myth aﬁd superstition. As Hegel wrote, "The pure insight character-
istic of the Enlightenment, only appears in genuine active form
in so far as it enters into conflict with belief."2

The philosophic method, more than anything else, was one of
criticism. Freedom to criticize was demanded as a political right.
Once invoked, it opened the way for the secularization of causality

and the imposition of "rational, critical methods of study on social,

0
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political, and intellectual developments."3 This is not to say )
the philosophies thought everything discernable through reason. On
the contrarv, Enlightenment philosophy was an attempt to discover
the limits of reason. While philosophy was not seen to explain
everything, "other modes of inquiry explain nothing. Man is adrift
on a sea of ignorance and uncertainty and philosophy is the only
seaworthy craft afloat."4 Nevertheless, to be critical in the
philosophic sense is "not to give way to faded, supercilious skep-
ticism, but to shift cannons of proof and direction of worship.
What is at work in the incredulity of the philosophies is not the
shrinking of experience to the hard, the measurable, the prosaic
the surface of events; it is, on the contrary, an expansion of the
natural. The disenchanted universe of the Enlightenment is a
natural universe."5 B
It is precisely this natural universe, in all its ﬁ;;; and
diverse dimensions,vthat late eighteenth century moral philosophy,
the breeding ground for the social sgiences proper, took up. Its
primary interest, however, was in the human aspect of the natural
universe, an interest that was "bounded only by the activities of
men."6 Moral philosophy was an atfempt at a comprehensive science
of man; an attempt to lay the basis for an empirical study of
human nature and its extension to man-made institutions and customs.
Moral philosophy is usually thought of as pure Ethics, and,
in fact,-its subjects were pervaded with the ultimate aim of pro-
scriptions fer moral methods of improving human relationships.

"To be a moral philosopher was to be an analyst and interpreter of
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ty

the current mores, and at the same time a protagonist of new
relationships thought by the philosopher to be more highly ethical
and advantageous."7 However, because it attempted to be empirical,
moral philosophy ran the gamut of every form of social life in
arriving at its ;thical proscriptions. 1In one wa& or another it
studied and discussed "human nature, social forces, progress, mar-—
riage and family relationships, economic processes, maintenance of
government, international relations, elementary jurisprudence, primi-
tive customs, history of institutions, religion, ethics and aesthetics."8
Thus, in terms of both subject matter and its stress on emfiricism
moral philosophy was a matrix out of which the separate social
sciences were later to emerge. What the social sciences forfeited
was moral philosophy's ability to leave absolutely everything open
to question in order to change and improve relations between people,
and, consequently, its comprehensive world view. But this will be
discussed later.

In discussing moral philosophy, I am referrigé to a group
of Scottish intellectuals of the eighteenth century: Smith, Hume,
Hutcheson, Monboddo, Lord Kames, Reid and*Stéwart. Relying heavily
on Gladys Bryson,9 who has relentlessly made a case for their
impbr;ance to the development of social science, I will first dis-
cuss their general forms and styles of analysis and procedure, and
then briefly describe how one of their members, Adam Smith, applied
them. Hopefully, this will help clarify how they serve as a founda-
tion for social science. ‘

The m2thodology of moral phiiosophy'was empirical in elementary

form. It took experience as its base of induction and observation,

8
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O i.e., experience as it could be observed in the minds, _ives. and
social relations and institutions of the moral philosopiers them-
selves. The reason for this was simple enough. Experience was
knowable, observable. When an experience of a moral philosopher
was confirmed by his observation of other people, it could be gen-—
eralized intc the universal. 1In this way; experience became
human nature in concrete form. Human nature was the starting point
of social life and therefore of the new science of man. Intro-
spection and observation were its primary mcdes of investigation.

Moral philosophy conceived science as a systematized bodies
of knowledge which could be characterized by a few very general
principles or laws. These principles or laws were merely the

. _ generalization of experience. Their purpose was more the classifi-
cation of observation than an understanding of how things work.
Theirs was an attempt to present varied and chaotic phenomena in
methodical form: to "sink the particular in the general." One
of the main aims of this science was prediction. As Stewart put it:

The ultimate object of philosopbical inquiry is the same
which every man of plain understanding proposes to him-
self, when he remarks the events which fall under his
observation, with a view to the future regulation of his
conduct. The more knowledge of this kind we acquire, the
better can we accomodate our plans to the established
order of things, and avail ourselves of naEBral powers

and agents for accomplishing our purposes. '

This leads us right to the ethics of moral philosophy, for

its ethic was exactly one of helping man's activities conform to

‘ the laws of his nature, as revealed in experience. Man's nature

/s.—/
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and its manifestation in his social institutions and relsations
was seen to be a reflection pf God's.will. Human nature was an
extension of physical nature. By responding to its dictates, man
could not help but-act morally (i.e., according to God's will).

But the guideposts to Good were selective. The moral
philosophers extolled sentiment, emotion and passion as the basis
for ethical action. These '"moral senses" were ''simpler to explain,
surer as items of experience, and more effective as agents in human
activ:[t:y,"11 as well as more universal, than was the Reason of
past Metaphysics. In addition, Reason was not seen to be based

‘ in experience, hence, it could be director of action only at the
expense of moral philoscphy's life blood.

@ | Thus, moral philecsophy took general principles and laws of.

man's nature, as revealed in experience and social relations and

institutions, as the scientific cue to moral action. Tts purpose

was to predict and to have some control over the social relations

of individual men and women.

The Example of Adam Smith

This is not the place for a detailed analysis of Adam Smith's
work., I use it only tc demonstrate and clarify how moral philosophy
went about deciphering the chaos of the eighteenth century. I choose
Adam Smith because his work is probably best known of *he moral
philosopher's and illustrates the hbéQe description of their mode

of analysis quite well.

10
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Smith starts from what he sees in man's nature: his self~
interest -- self-interest that is a matter of passion and sympathy.

More than fifteen years before the Wealth of Nations appeared,

the question of how man, who is naturally selfish, can make moral
judgements. His answer is that it is man's ability to put himself
in the position of an impartial observer that allows morality.12
Throughout the rest of his work, this becomes Smith's standard.
The mdral choice is the one an impartial observer would approve.
But, in his later economics, Smitﬁ develops a chain of
checks and balances tliat insures a moral system of society -- in
case of the absence of an imagined arbiter. Man's interest in
. securin% wealth is j:empered by competition, through the market.
The market determines the price of goods, how much and what is
produced, and the movement of capital, labor and wages. Smith's
theory of the market, however, merely describes the behavior which

13 The division df labor accounts

"gives society its cohesiveness."
for its movemént along the line of increasing productivity, accumu-
lation, which would raise wages, and its counterbzlance in laws of

population that would increase the rate of reproductivity as wages

rise.

These general principles surface out of the sea of detail

that comprises the Wealth of Nations. Starting with the observables

of experience, (from the details of pin production to salt mouey
in Abyssinia) Smith induces the laws of human nature which explain

the particulars of the social system he saw. But, he is also looking -

11
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for principles of action: "Adam Smith is writing to his age, not
to his classroom; he is expounding a doctrine which is meant to
be of importance in running an Empire, not an abstract treatise
for scholastic distribution. The dragons which he slays (such a

mercantilist philosophy...) were alive and panting, if a little
14

Smith saw mercantilist philosophy and practice as alien to
the interests of providing the wealth of the nation- (as opposed to

the merchant and manufacturing class):

That it was the spirit of menopoly which orignially both
invented and propagated this doctrine, cannot be doubted;
and they who first taught it were by no means such fools
as they who believe it ... the interested sophistry of
merchants and manufacturers confounded the common sense
of mankind. Their interest,is, in this respect, i%rectly
opposite to that of the great body of the people.

Mercantilism's worst crime, however, was that it was un-natural.

It defied the laws cf human nature and thereby of the will of God:

«++by acting accordingly to the dictates of our moral
faculties, we necessarily pursue the most effectual
means for promoting the happiness of mankind, and may
therefore be said, in some sense, to co-operate with
the Deity, and to advance as far as in our power, the
plan of Providence. By acting otherwise, on the con~
trary, we seem to obstruct in some measure, the scheme
which the Author of nature has established for the
happiness and perfection of the world, and to declare
ourselvig, if I may say so, in some measure the enemies
of God.

Smith's ethics sought to naturalize man; to uncover the laws
of his nature so that he could act in accord with them in the balance

and harmony for which God had laid the basis. That Smith's laissez = )
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faire became the religion of early industrial capitalism was much
more a product of history than of his intent.

In terms of the emergence of the social sciences, particularly
of economics in this case, Smith's ideas were transitional, as was
his time. He lived at the éarly stages of market society, 1In the
age that gave birth to his world, there was no need for economics:

A separate, self-contained economic world has not yet

lifted itself from its social context. The world of

practical affairs was inextricably mixed up with the

world of political, social and religious life ... who

would look for abstract laws of supply and demand, or

cost, or value, when the explanation of the world lay

like an open book in the laws o£7the manor and the church
and the customs of a life time?

With Smith, economics begins to emerge, but it cannot yet stand
alone. There is still a God at its center, even if he is a new

one. The standard economic variables (like land, labor and capital)
cannot be manipulated for their own sake. They are still accountable
to a moral system. It .is not until the iate nineteenth century that
accountability can be seen for the corpse that it is.

Smith 1iﬁed before men and women made the division of labor
and machinery ;evolutionary. The movement of the industrial society
he saw growing was slow, continuous, evolutionary, and quantitative.
He did not live to see the gross qualitative changes in people's
lives and institutions that the industrial revolution wrought.

"His, therefore, are the dynamics of a static community; it gréws

18 He described the society he lived in.

but it never matures."
After Smith died his society did mature. As the division

of labor that he saw as central took place.to ever greater extents,

13
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all aspects of life began the process of separation. As they did,
so did the social sciences that sought to understand them. Yet;xwith

few exceptions, the social sciences that were growing intc disciplines

in the nineteenth century nev cenme’ o take into account that they
had witnessed a revolut tived in and studied a societ~
that was qualitatively .. @+ vom that which had previously

"existed. They continued moral philosophy's'search for uniﬁeréals
that would explain the evolution of a society that changed only

quantitatively.

Positivism and Empiricism

Contrary to the early Enlightenment;s appeal to facts, which
had been for the purpose of chailenging the system of absolutist
control and belief, the nineteenth century's worship of the empirical
assumed acceptance of the world it attempted to objectively reflect.
Moral philosophy's habits of integrated, critical thought were
abandoned in the rush to aééumulate data; There was no 1onger any
time or place in the sciences of man for morality. For helpful re-
forms,v‘there were -plenty of suggestions, but because what w;s
natural was right and inevitable (i.e., ﬁot subject to will) there
was no question concerning the basic contours of society.

This was a gross distortion of moral philosophy's concept
of nature. And the source of the distortion was the abandonment
of morality. Moral philosophy was a comprehensive "science"-only

because it was moral. It looked for what was natural because nature

14
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was God-given. The nature it sought was an idealized nature and

not entirely phenomonological. One had to "see through" the details
of experience to find it. Once nature, particularly human nature

was discerned, it could pull the string to gather every aspect and
every observation of experience into one world view. Human nature
was the source of moral philos0phy'u ati,, and the moral philosophers
searched for it because it was the k¢, to moral action.

The nineteenth century social sciences split off from each
other only after fulfilling the prerequisite of splitting off from
speculative philosophy, and thus from the realm of moral questions.
Many a social scientist, both then and now would tell you that

there were certain questions that stand outside the sphere of

’ science —- all of them just happened to be the question of what
should be in the world. Witness Comte: "Theological and metaphysical

philosophy do not hold sway today except in the system of social study.
They must be excluded from this final refuge. Mainly this will be
done through the basic interpretation thatlsociél movement is
necessarily subject to invariant physical laws, iﬁstead of being

19 Thus, in continuing moral philosophy's

governed by some kind of will.h
search for empirical laws, the social science that emerge in the 19th
century have left behihd its goals of being philoséphical. Rather
than being held up to transcendent standards of the Good society,
social iife is demoted to supposedly neutral facts.

The prdcess of that demotion, of course, was not quite so simple.

The social sciences in the 19th century developed along several

‘ different, sometimes contradictory, lines at the same time. There

S ¥+
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was no master plan by which they stripped off the cloak of morality,

[

divided themselves along self-evident boundary lines and implanted

themselves in academic departments. Each of the social sciences

a—
N

developed in a unique way, depending gn the internal intellectual

development of its subject, the specific institutional demands and

"conditions of national, political, and university systems, and the

tolerance of exi: disciplines. Here, we are most interested
in the direct. n of ir development; the movement toward ‘''value-

free science" and away from the problem—gentered, reform-oriented
inquiry of the 18th century. This ié only one of many tendencies
of social science in the 19th century, but it is one fhat I think
is central to an understanding of why men began to see.social life
as a series of autonomous systems and of what implications this had

for the nature of their budding disciplines.

The Example of Auguste Comte

The work of Auguste Comte systematized the ideas of the
"neutral"” tendency in social science, eséecially.in regard to
sociology. Comte's worké appeared before the social sciences began
to emerge, but nevertheless, provided a philosophical context and
justification for their direction of deveiopment. In this sense, he
"christened the social sciences many years before they were born."

I will first discuss Comte's system and then the way in which the
American social sciences emerged as its reflection.
Thebl830's‘work of Auguste Comte did much to put sociology '

on the road to the "scientific objectivity' which was seen to be

the true basis for its establishment as a separate academic

16
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' - discipline. Marcuse summarizes Comte's contribution:

.Comte severed social theory from its connection with the
negative philosophy (of the Enlightenment and specially
Hegel) and placed it in the orbit of positivism. At the
same time he abandoned political economy as the root of
social theory and made society the object of an independent
~ science of sociology. Both steps are interconnected.

S Sociology became a science by renouncing theziranscendent

point of view of the philosophical critique.

~?

In keeping wit “he moral philosophers b~ nre him,-Comte sougﬁt an

em, svat v of man. His positive sociology would be modeled

on the natural sciences: the phenomena of sociéty would be

treated as facts to be generalized into laws by the sociologist.

As in natural science, the sociologist would make observations

and establish linkages. Beyond the facts,mggfhing could be under-
‘ stood or empirically verified; therefore the search for underlying

causes was abandoned:

In the positive stage, the human mind . :cognizing the im-
possibility of arriving at absolute nc- >ns, renounces

the quest for the origin and destiny ci “he universe and
the attempt to know the underlying cause- of phenomena,
and devotes itself to discovering, by-=. as of a judicious
combination of reason and observation, .eir actual laws,
that is, their invariable relations of succession and
similitude. The explanation of facts, thus reducad to
their real terms, is henceforth nothing but the r=lation
established between the various particular phenomena and

a few general truths, whose number the advances of science
tends increasiagly to diminish. Cours de philosophei
positive,...

In addition, the comcepts with which the sociologist analyzes

hiz "cata" were to originate solely in the data itself:

17
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The various irreducible laws which make up this order
form a natural hierarchy in which each category is based
on the preceding category according to their decreasing
‘generality and increas}gg complexity ... Systeme de
politique positive,...

Ostensiﬁly, this was to parallel the alleged '"neutrality" of the
natural sciences. A fact was a fact and only a fact. The sociologist-=
scientist's role was not to evaluate it or placg it on any scale of
importance, except one that measured its dégree of complexity.
Nevertheless, the rtunsequences of Comte's notion of scientific
neutrality turned out to be anything but neutral.

The goal of Comte's sociology was to ''understand the neces-
sary, indispensible and inevitable course of history in such ways
as to pwomite the realizatiom of the new (industrial and scientific)
order.”il Th= 1zws of society, like those of math and astronomy,
were proc:aimed wot subject to human will. These laws were ‘'an
expressicm “in Fpstract form of a natural principle operating through
material “z=d. or human) objects."25 Sociology could discover these
laws and: ‘z=~f1itare their movément in a previously determined direction,
but it ¢ +I¢ mew=r influence the direction itself. Comte's positivism
took soc: 1 reality as a hasically unalterable gi?en and thereby
sanctioﬁﬁd i£. as salutary.

But, .it wrs not solely on the basis .7 its inevitability that
Comte he:T:ad the new order. The primary a. lurement of industrial
society wu:s —zat science would permeate its every aspect. Not only
physics and econ-mics, but poetry and art would be determined by
science. T Cong, this was the ultimate in man's control over

(nature -- bt-th anysical and human.

-

13
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The laws of social movement, according to the positivist view of
history, are a harmonious, universal progfession toward the age
of science and industry. All change and reformn are therefore
based on éhe spread of the scientific method in human intelligence.
"Comte's science was meant to resolve the drisis of the modern world,
to provide a system.of scientific ideas that will preside over the
re-organization of scciety.

If scientific ideas were to be the entire foundation for
the new order, it was essential that they be correct. The laws of
social movement that sociology was to uncover were thus absolute;
that is, absolutely precise in desdriﬁtionaﬁnd absolutely clear in
determination and direction. Not surprisingly; this absolutism of

’ scientific social laws 1=d to a certain kind of relativism. Each

stage of social development is relative to the general laws of
evolution and is therefore right (by virtue of its provisional
character) for its given moment of history. When it is no longerﬂ
correct, the laws of harmonious progress will move it onward. Man
has no choice. The question of the value or desirability of any
stage or any one of its particular attributes is therefore outside
the purview of sociology -- whose purpose is only to discdver and
ﬁot to judge its laws. The positivist quest for scientific neutrality
‘1eads to submission to the dictates of established ;henomenal exis-
tence —- hardly a neuﬁfal, not to mention scientific, conclusion.

The most crucial aspect of Comte's conception of soé¢iology

for our purposes is the notion of the unity of the social sciences

19
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that” follows from it. Comte criticized the political economists of
his time on two grounds; that they wanted to create an independent
science. of economics and that they would base economics on what he
considered to be non-empirical abstractions. The social sciences
could be separated only if they were founded on "metaphysical” ab-
stractions. To Comte all phenomena are uniform in their "universal
and necessary relatedness;" they are unified within a one-dimensional
plane in a linear fashion. At its highest stage, sociology wousid
uncover this plane:

The methodological emphasis was on the idea of a unified

science ... Comte wanted to found his philosophy on a

system of "mniversallw recognized principles ... unification

is a matter of agreement among scientists whose efforts

along this line will sooner or later yield a "permanent
. and definite state of:intellectual unity." All the sciences

will be poured into the same crucible and fused inim a well-
ordered scheme. All concepts will be put to the test of

"one and the same fundémmental method" until, in the end,

they issue forth order=d in "a rational sequence of uniform

laws" Posit%:ism thus-will "syr :ematize the whole of our

conceptions., '
With minor exceptions (which will be discussed later) this is
amazingly similar to several contempory conceptions, of the pos-—
sibilities for inter-disciplinary study.

Perhaps it appears ironic that Comte, who sought an absolute
method by which to unite the social sciences, should be the founder
of the separate social science of sociology. Buz, for several reasons
the irony is an illusion. Firsrt, given positivist methodology, the

19th ceotury social sciences share of the knowledge (data) explosion

made some division of labor essential. .Second, the abstractions of

20
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economics were not as metaphysical as Comte thought. As discussed
earlier, the industrial revolutiop brought about the apparent separ-
ation of social from economic 1ife. Contrary to what Comte wanted to
believe, this separation was reflected in the sciences, and not vice
versa. Third, because positivist laws were consecutive and descrip-
tive, they were eési;y separable. Unlike the dialretic 1 iey (to
be discussed shortly) which attempted to cut a wedge in the pie

of social relations, the positivist social sciencesvskimmed off

the top crust and divided it amongst themselves. The only basis for
irs reimtegration would. b= methodological because the phenomena they
scught to.describe were :seen as next to but not expressive of each

other.

The Emerpence of the Sesmrate Social Sciences

Tone social scienc=s cf history, economics, psychology, sociology,
anthropology, and political science developed as separate disciplines
in the last quarter of the nineteenth century in America. _Each has
a unique though not autonomous history; yet, each developed in the
common context of a rapidly expanding system of higher education,
with all its attending origins and effects. As thesé sciences grew,
both their styles of procedure and their goals reflectgd in ever more
concrete form, the demands of the society that was pouring its money
and its yomth into the hopes for a tréined and intelligent future.-
By the beginning of the 20th century, the American social sciences
were well o=z their way to being the live embodiment of Comte's hopes

for factual, systematic and slightly ameliorative sciences of man.
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The demands that American society placed on its academic
shoulders in this period were changing quickly, but led in one clear
direction. Prior to the Civil War, the main pdfﬁgso of higher ed-
ucation had been the acéulturativn of the "upper" . 1ss and.'te
training of the clergy. After the Civil War, the problems of its
after-effects (of reconstruction, taxation, etc) combined;with the
"take—off" of American industry and tﬁe perpetual depression of
American agriculture to place higher.education in the new position

of providing technical and professional sdlutions and cadre for the

'strange new world that was appearing. - The emergence of the separate

social sciences and the direction of their early growth were a res-
ponée to these deman&s.

Tﬁe social sciences were nurtured in liberal arts colleges
before they blossomed as full-blown disciplines with the public
universié&w;ystems. Two general factors account for this.28 Fifst,
thgmpgssage of the Morrill Act in 1862 funded the development,'within
universities, of widespread and eaorméﬁs technical and training pro-
grams for agriculture and the mechanical arts. These programs gained

great prestige and importance by providing for the technical needs

of every aspect of the business of wealth-getting, from mining and

engineering to agriculture and the "exact" sciences. The offerings of

. the arts colleges, by comparison, looked rather pale and dilettantish.

In order to compete with the now prosperous universities, they began

to expand their curricula. Second, the introduction and popularization
of the elective system carriad this expansion of cmurricula into the
exploration and discussion oFf whole new fields. The social sciences

were initially introduced as minor topies within larger disciplines,

2
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but as they were carefully examineﬂ in the -elatively unpressured
forum of the . egeS, their potenti: nical _ontyiiutions
began fo be discover ‘d. .na: discovery, more than anything else,
was behind their emergence and eventual institutionalization as
separate academic disciplines.

The social sciences split off from their larger unity within
moral philosophy in somewhat of a chain reaction. Prior to the
Civil War, each of the fields mentioned earlier was discussed within
moral philosophy. In addition, history found special attention in
classics29 courses, as did political science in those of law. Within
many of the departments of moral philosophy, even prior to the Civil
War, history, political economy and political science began to be
taught in separate courses.30 As history isolated itself from the
classics, in its early stages, it discussed primarily constitutional
and political questions of the past. Joint departments of history
and political science were established in several of the schools that
were to pioneer the establishment of the separate study of history.31
It was not until the'beginning.of the 20th century, when histofian§ﬂ
began to look into past cultural, social and intellectualllife that
political science as a wholely independent field was able to emerge.
As polifical economy courses explored the vast Furopean and British
literature of economics iz view of the ever more pressing American
economic situation, it left moral philosophy more and more in the
realm of ethics. Sociology courses were taught beginning in the
1870's although as a legitimate academic department sociolmgy was not

fully recognized until the 90's. Anthropnlogy had a slower start.

23
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The first anthropology department was introduced (at the University
of Pennsyivénia) in 1886; others did not quickly follow suit; except
within sociology departments, until the 20th century. Psychology
had a fairly continual growth from the 1870's onward.33 In general
then, history, political science and eéonomics had an early start
though political science's full appearance was thwarted until after
1900; sociology, anthropology, and psychology began in the 1870's and

80's and grew fairly rapidly (though not at an equal pace with each

34(Table 1) A short discussion of the origins

other) from then on.
and early yeafs of each of these disciplines may clarify the process
of differentiation that they underwent.

The founding of the American Association for the Promotion of
Social Science in 186535 brought the concept and the first studies
of sociology into American academic daylight. Prior to this, several

studies of slavery had come out of the South, among them Hughes'

Treatise on Sociology: Theoretical and Applied and Fitzhugh's

Sociology for the South, both in 1854.36 Continuing-this line of
attack, but with different politics, the AAPSS emerged as an ex-
plicitly reformist organization,37 steered into existence by the
professional intellectuals who were later to establish, on opé hand, °
The Ameegn Sociological Society(in 1905), the AHA(in 1884), and the
American Economic Association ( n 1885) and, on the other, several
solely reform-oriented organizations.38 The AAPSS had four committees;
education, public health, social economy and jurisprudence. 1Its self-
czmscious purpose was to #pply the natural laws of man to social con-
trol. Once the education, puBlic health and social economics commit- -

tees had discovered these laws, the jurisprudence department could

€y 4
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formulate them in legal terms and the organization could lobby for
their passage.39 This prdcedure is, of course, more than reminiscent
of the moral philosopﬁy that the membership of the AAPSS had been
schooled in.

That membership gradually began to teach social science
courses in their respective colléges and universities. Sumner
taught the first course at Yale in 1872,40 Laws at Missouri in 1876,
Mayo-Smith at Columbia in 1878, and Sanborn at Cornell in 1885.41
These early courses were primarily concerned with the problems of
race, immigration, divorce, intemperance, labor, education, poverty,
and crime.42 Under the increasingly dominant influence of Spencer;
especially at Yale and Missouri, social science developed a synthetic
approéch to the generalization of contemporary social data.[’3 The
Yale cétalogue of 1888-9 and 1895-6 carried course descriptions from
Sumner stating that the '"course would be occupie& entirely with
positive information and scientific method, and would not take up
any of the subjects of criticism and speculatioh popularly connected
with 'social sci_enceh"44

Several other streams combined with those of the social science
movement and the Spencerian scientific viewpoint to form the sociology
that was evolving in this period. In 1889 Giddings was granted
Columbia's first chair of sociology. He was very much influenced by
the demographic work of Charles D. Wright and by the French social
psychology of the 90's (which, incidentally was closely related to

6
Smith's work on moral "sentiments").4 Because Columbia's sociology

department was one of the first and the largest to develop in this
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period, Giddlings' interests entered easily into the mainstream of
sociological thdught. In the 80's, moral philosophy sﬁlit into
Christian ethics, social ethics, ethics and Christian sociology.
In general, the first three of these were taken over by divihity
schools and philosophy departments, but Christigp sociology was
found ;n sociology departments in the 90’s.47 TA. W. Small, who
took Chicago's firstichair-of sociology wrote and taught from this
viewpoint and both Ely and Commons explored it in the 90'5.48 Also,
in the 90's, most theoretical.ssciologists concerned themselves with
the philosophy of history, though this aspect of the field was later
excluded.49

In the 1890's, then, with thé establishment of the first
departments of sociology in major centers of higher education, sociology
emerged as the confluence of the reformist thrust of the early social
science movement, the synthetic approach taken over by Sumner and Laws
from Spencer and Comte, the ethical viewpoint left over from moral
philosophy and the demographic and social psychological strains of
Giddings' work. These forces, however, were not all of.equal weight.
In divorcing itself increasingly from Philosophical and ethical
questions, sociology took up the task of studying social conditions

and institutions as they actually were. Sumner's Folkways and

Westermarck's History of Human Marriage... both put sociology firmly

50
in this path after 1900. In contrast, Small's work quickly lost favor.
The analysis of social problems took piace increasingly in terms of
fuhctional, as opposed to the past structural descriptions. This

development was well supported by the Progressive position that the
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government's application of Qell-reasoned adjustments could solve
all social problems.51 |

'The period from 1890 to 1910 saw a tremendous general growth in —
the funding, enrollment, and faculty size of institutions of higher
educatiori,52 partially under the auspices of this same Progressive
position. Sociology departments and courses, like those of the

other social sciences, kept pace with this expansion. In 1889 there

were four institutions offering sociology courses. In 1901 there

were 132 institutions with 399 courses. in the next 8 yéars, the
number of institutions teaching courses increased by 155% and the
number of courses by 162%.53 ’Tﬁe increaséd number of courses and
resources allowed sociology to fragment itself. Almost as soon as it
became a discipline it began.tp spiit into topical areas: fural,
family, urban, race, etc. The problems of data gathering, seen as
basic to the scientificity of the field, were slowly solved through
the establishment of government and busineéss bureaug and divisions.
Thus, by abandoning the reformist and ethical strands of its origins
{to reform organizations and professional schbols of social work),
sociology went to wérk with the vast new resources provided, to serve
its benefact®rs by prc?iding the man- and brain-power to make their
world turn smoothly.

Anthony Oberschall's contribution to a collection of essays

on The Establishment of Empirical Sociology makes an additional,

original and essential point about the institutionalization of sociology,
as it relates to the present movement to institutionalize interdis-

ciplinary social scientific research. He argues that

21
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-+« the wide resource base and competitive nature of
the rapidly expanding higher education system in the
United States, together with the sponsorship and active
- backing of the new discipline by influential and organ-
ized groups who perceived sociology in their interest,
were crucial factors enabling the gastitutionalization
of sociology in ‘the United States.

But, he adds:

... the opportunity provided by sociology was expointed
not just by intellectually dissatisfied and socially con-
cerned scholars, but by a group of upwardly mocbile men
who otherwise could not have moved into university positions
‘through the already established disciplines. Such an
opening was therefore séized, and a group of professors
with a vested interest in the continuity and differentia-
tion of the new discipline was formed. The multiple
starts of sociology at several universities and the

sheer quantity of sociologists then made for. a high
probability that at least some would be successful in
this process gg intellectual differentiation and

‘ | innovation... .
The conditions Oberschall (and others) describe as the basis for
institutionalizing sociology in the United States are very éimilar,
as we will later show, to those existing in America following the
Second World War. There is the same tremendous expansion of educa-
tional resources, the same panic about "social problems," the same
proliferation of reform organizations putting pfessure on and getting
intellectual support from universities, and the same development of a
group g%mpighly qualified social scientists who have no homes in already
existing disciplines. It is paradoxical that the establishment and the
submersion of this discipline have so much in common.
Anthropology was, throughout the 19th century, a close neighbor
. ' to sociology in the kinds of questions it asked. It differed in i*s

data sources and in its institutional experience. Both fields sought
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to explain social behavior and institutions: anthropology, of
primitive peoples, sociology of contemporary societies. Both

were early influencad by slavery and anthropology by the presence

of native American peoples and cultures. TFrom the 1830's on, a
large literature on the physical anthropology of Negroes began to
appear in the South,56 and later in the century much of the anthro-
pologiéal field work was based on Indian culture fnost notably, that
of Morgan on the New York Iroquois).57

Anthropology had a much harder time becoming an academic
discipline than did sociology. Anthropology courses were taught
with an especially physical, archeological and linguistic emphasis
starting in the mid-1880's at Pénnsylvania, Harvard, Clark, Yale,
Columbia, and, in the 90's, at Chicago.58 Almost all of these
courses were taught in sociology departments where the influence
of Spencer made them quite at heme. Anthropology departments were
not introduced until after 1900, and then, only slowly.

This is not to say that there wasn't a great deal of anthrﬁ—
pological work gqing on. In this period a tremendous amount of field
work was done and systematized so that when anthropology emerged
as a discipline, it had a core of factual materials at its base.
These mater;als could be largely credited to the United States Geo-
logical Survey. 1In 1876 it organized an ethnological sutrvey under
J. W. Powell to study the ércheology of the Indians. This survey
became the Bureau of American Ethnology and later expanded its in-
terests to the cultural aspects of the field. A second major force

behind the accumulation of anthropological knowledge was the Museum



of Natural History which opened in 1869.60 Several of its curators
(Putnam, Boas, and Wissler) taught anthropology and were responsible
for thé founding of other museums. Anthropology was 1oﬁg a field
gnd museum subject before it was housed in institutions of higher
education.

The expériehée of history as a discipline was quite dif-
ferent from that of anthropology and sociology. It originated more
in the classics than in moral philosophy. The history of Greek and
Roman geography, customs and political life was taught as a coml-
lary to their 1iteratufe. As an independent subject, history arose
with thé~study of modern political institutions and its early
existnece is therefore closely related to that of political science.

In the first half of the 19th century history was studied,
written, and taught primarily as a form of 1iteratufé in America.
Most oflthis was done outside of academic institutions by wéalthy
amateurs. Previously, these historians had written local histories
of both tﬁe New England and Virginia settlements. In this period
histories of the United .States as a nation began to emerge.61
Increasingly; modern history courses begaﬁvto be taught in the major
academic institutionsﬂ Harvard was thé first to introduce a chair
of hiétory in 1839.62 This chair was given to Jared Sparks. Sparks
and his successors at Harvard, Bowen and Torrey, were very much
.influenced by the work of Francis Lieber of South Carolina College
and later Columbiz (who was primarily a political scientist) and
Thomas R. Dew ofAWilliéh and Mgry.63 These two men believed that
modern history should be concérned with "historical interpfetatidn

as a guide to social understandirig.”'64 The explicit denial of this
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approzch to history, under the influence of -he German historiam
Lecpold von Raﬁke, put history on the map as a separate, increasingly
"scienzific," academic discipline in the peri:i :1lowing the Civil
Waz

o che 1870's ard &7 -3 graduacze education in 2istory began
wit. —=thy introduction of t== German seminar ap—rrach. Henry Adams
“mavirsfted it at Harvard in 187165 but the mez- <nfluential and
impo: ta-:t of the early graduate seminars in hist -y, in —=rms of
the fistorians it produce:. was begunm at John i - -kims by Herbert

6

B. Adz::s in 1876.6 Johr:Zranklin Jameson, Wocdrow Wilson,

Frederick Jackson Turner and Charles Andrews all came= out of this
famous seminar. Other seminars were staffgh by Burgess at Columbia,
McMasters at Pennsyl&ania, and Turner at Wisconsin.67 1t was through
these seminars that Ranke's methods of historical scholarship were
introduced and spread. These>emphasized the objective critical

study of reliable sources dealing with primarily political insti-
tutions, particularly in their legal and constitutional aspects.

The maxiﬁ of the Oxford historian, Edward A. Freeman that "history
is.past politics; politics is present history" hung over the library
of the Hopkins Historical Seminary.

In 1884, under the leadership of the above named historians,
the AHA was formed.70 It oversaw the activities of its rapidly
expanding profession in these years. Those activities centered primﬁr-
ily around the massing of historical data. The principle behind this
was that "The facts mus% be gathered first; the generalizations will

then emerge from their comparison."71 After 1900, the subject of
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histwricail firt~gathering =xpanded to include the social, intellec:tua’
and cwl: ralidmstitutions of *he past. '+ this, political -#i‘ence
claimed ‘vl -2g=iwol over the territory it ~:zs been sharing w-=h history
in th” gm-iy~ vesees of its development.

Lourses 3n law, in the classics, in minral philosophy iz polit—
ical ecomony =i’ m history together laid the féundations for the field

of politze: sgedenw 2. It was only after the Civil War, as law became

increasimg - r prcfessional and the other fields increasingly spexialized,

that pol: - .1 .s:=snce entered college cur—icula primarily with history.
In 1880, =+--- -=r:r graduate school of political science was created at
AColumbia J;ﬁm‘iurgess.73 It was the only, lonely one until the

1890's whe Jszparcments were created at Chicago and Missouri.74 After
the turn c. t& century, the American Political Science Association was
formed (out mf =z joint meeting of the AHA and the American Economiés
Associatinn??i r—ivately endowed research institutes began to be
funded76 anc, Fimally, departments of political science became wide~
spread.

Like c:zz=r social s—ientists in the last quarter of the 19th
century, pali=t==: scientisws spent their energies gathering enough
information tw ====ke a claim for their own discipline. They began
with historical and comparative studies of political parties, admin-
istration and colonial government. Also like other social scientists,
their interestz, by the end of the century, were ingreasingly tied to
those of gow=rmment. Descriptive surveys, emphasizing the functiomal
as opposed to stmuctural aspects of political life, particularly

with regar.’ to foreign relations, began to become.quite numerous. More
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‘ directly, the.field of political science was able = :if gowermment
by :iaining political scientists for public empleovmemt. Cofumbia's
graduate school set the precedent for this. The Zol " 2ge Hamdlvook of
188C, in fact, proclaimed =ts public contribution: ““he purrmse of
the school is ... the .development of all branches -7 zhe polizdcal
sciences [and] the preparation of young men for ai’ :tm= political
branches of public service.‘"77 Under the enormous ::-zwth of ‘higher
education in the 90's and the first decade of the - century, ‘the
field of political science was increasingly able tz me=t this goal,
though even in 1914 there were still only 38 deparcm=nts of political
science in the country.78

The development of economics in the United States, jn contrist

’ to that of political science, began much earlier ané proceeded much
more rapidly. The services economics coﬁld provide were clear. In
1885 a group of young American economists returned from studying in
Germany to found the AEA for the purposes of furthering research and
publishing ecénomics monographs.79 Rebelling against the philosophic
style of the economics of moral philosophy, these men were interested.
in developing a statistical, induétive economics of American institu-

" tions. Calling on Comte's critique of the abstract natuze of political
A
economy, they supported the growth of microscopic studies of aconomic
Iife: "The most fundamental things in our mind were th= :ideas of
evolution and of relativity ... the-old economists held ~ke idea of
a body of established truths arrived at chiefly by deducticn *mased upon

. . . "
certain traits of human nature and familiar observation.
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Until the 1870's pz. . tical ecusmgmer-was taught “in sepzzate

~or=ses within departments moral ~ZEiliasophy., In 1871 dar vard

y

ingrituted the first separ=r.. chair;&*' Other colleges am: .._:iversities
socr followed suit. The ii-fluence £ ke German schocl cminimed with
an r=zwer~rore-difficnlt ecoromic situation in the Tnited Siszze to give
in*—*3aliv =n aimost fapplied” slanz to zhe field.82 The praobazems cf
taxztion, banking, tariffS, immigratiom, transportatfon =oc :pvernment
Tegnlatton of industry .alli were ex=mmineii with increasing reference to
the specific social (as opposed to political) relations of production
(énd occasionally distribution). By 1890, the historical trearment of
economic issues was fairly well standardized and separated #nzo the
field of economic histcry.83 Economists then settled down zz the
nitcy-gritty of fact-finding. The establishment of Federzl b-—eaus

of social szatistics helped them enmrmously. By the turm of tiz= cen~
‘tury, the field was professionalizez in schools of busines=, commerce
and finance and thoroushly institutionalized as an academsc "science"
of .accumulation.

Like the fields of history acd economics, American psychology
was very much influenced by German treatment of this new field. In
the Xast qua:tef of th= 19th century msychology emerged in (Germuny
as th= symthesis of twe approaches to the human mind: one crizimating
in tiwe field of phvsiziiogy and concermed with perception, sensation,

and -merve~functionZr=. and <he other a the philosophiz discussion of
the —elsrionship betwe=n mimi zand bodpusa
Wilkelm Wundt, a German :scholar trained in phw=iolozy .and

philosophy and considered tke first psychologist, argmed for an
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‘ inzeperdenc, gyStemppic sciemce of psychology. Jeundt's concept of chis

€ tienze of Exg®tispce" pars lzls quize closely Comte's concept of a
"eriencs of Soaiﬁty", Ee ¢-.: ined the ¢iscipline of psychology as

_1) the ZMalygis of - scious processes into elements,

{Y tha determinariozw;f the maimer of conmection of these

elsmemygs ang (3) the: -sterminarion of their laws of comn-

metion -+. Tpe goal == PsSychology is the analysis of mind

o simgle qualiiiesjgyd tgg determination of the form of

Thedr opffreq ultipils—ity.

In criver words, Wungy believsq that psychology should study the struc-
tur: of canscig®negg.

Iz he yﬁﬂO's #lmost ayery Americzn who later participated in
the developmeny °OF the Americapn fieid, studied with Wundt at his lab-
oratocry inglaipfig;86 But, under the dual influence of William James

'~ (wizh whom: sewefA of them alzo worked) and the constrzints of
Amerizan cultyp#> megidted through Spencer, psychology took on a whole
u=w appearmance X the Unitec. Srates, American Psychologists were
Tz : interesteg AN the &ctZVe procegses of mental activity than in
I3 statiz stmy”%re,,g" They gleveloped a psychology =f individual
differamres in éﬁﬁlity “: @fust to the environment.

At the ygiVery:~y mf Chicago in the 90's, under the influemce
= Joim Tewey agﬁ'Fraﬂﬁ Azgel]l | this point of view became known as
LEe 7inncticnaz_5thnnl”-83 The various aspects of the :ises of the mind
Thes th= functyj AU xSl emphasized were developed inrs several sub-

Hezds dn the pgfimiQyﬁtween 1890 and'1910. Chicago pioneered the study

of Eérr=tional gM Agyral Psychology;89.Columbia of intelligence and

TL.Q. ===sting upd?t Capteli, Thorndike and Woodward;90 and Clark, the

study ‘of Child aﬂd Agplescent pgychology under the dynamic influence
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91 Jame:- hzmd taught almost all of thesg Aep

of G. Staniey Hall.
during the 80's at Harvard. wh=re he tanght in the-philosoppy depart-~
ment until in 1889 he was made —rofessor of psychology.gz 1hege four
institutions, in addition = Hemicins in the 80's, housed the firyt
and most ;l.::portant psSyc aolmgy ézmartments in :’erf—:r:tca.c')S Ay he 90's
they were training the Usy-wologists whe deweloped the disci?line
and laid the basis for the heh=viorism of the 20th cem:ury.gﬁ

By 1900, then, sociolrey, history, psychology, .and ec/Nomics
wer:= fairly well—~established disciplines in American zollegeg and
universitias; anthropolngy amf political science were about £0 emerge,
All of these diséipline&: wez==z moving in = é;mon dirarzion, They
were caomcermed with the “sci=mtific" sta=istical z=neralizapiOn of
social facts, and with provicing professional answers to soci@l prob-
lems based on those facts. 3Zur, because they Iollowed Comtz 'S ourline
for social scieace, al of their solutions were bas=r on oneg Major
assumpticm: that the «xisterice znd structure (the phencmengl®Rical
facts) of capitalist : .:=zty were an unaltersble given., BeegUsSe ¢he
only passible, not o ~w=ii=ipn mecessary, socizl solwcions werf pilecs-
meal, ze dewelcpmment r® tthe different and segregate’ appromcfes of
each of.tthese dis =ipliz:s made perfect semse. It was not untdl after
the =ecrnd world -=zr that the possibility of an undex-lying ugity ‘qf
social existence began to be explored. The structure underngé‘th the
structure (as Piaget calls it) demanded the .e-amination of ipf€r-
disciplinary approaches to social problems and sciences. Onyr Marg

and som= o his fullwwers, who had never taken the structmre 0F

socie™r ass.oiven (but rather, s taken) had seen thz.wor 1 as
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infinitely inter-related whole.

At the same time, however, Marx =as Tartially witkim the
tradition of the positivist social scienmists who foundeé the American
social disciplines. He tox was trying t> =stabIish the laws of human
society on an empirical basis. He too czms=iderad his work scientific.
But, Marx's concept of sciznce was very ciZFeremt from thkat of Comte
and his American descendenmts. Where the pritiwists' stamce ‘was of
neutrality, Marx's was of =riticism; where :the positivists' laws were
universal, Marx's were hfisto-iczlly specifiz: where the positivists
saw knowledge as the key -—o alleviating the impact of pred etermined

laws of nature, Marx saw -t =3 the basis for~ freedom tr determime

-~
.

the direction of those J‘;amrs;% where the pazizivistes saw 217 =nrial
forms as relative to their stage of dewrelocmmemt, Marx saw <hem 3in
the light of "autonomous akiolrre stamimrds -7 truth" (amic judized them
by those standar::is);-.96 What s:ll thes= diffferences in azmrcach add
up to is that Mazx's work coulli r=ver have Tound a plac= #— any one
of the new socfal sciemse gerisrtmentw (exztmeing all idemicerical
consideratioms) chough ‘it alsrorhed the: subjec— matter == gL of them.
Marx's notdion of socizi facts and of How categories =f thought
illuminate those Facts, is at the heart of tiis paradox. T Marx
every fact is more than izsal=. It is the ewmbodimemt o@ {-= opposite
(s) (as production is cmmmamp:ien) and at “= same time, cromflicts
with and negates its opmaxte:s) (=s the Tr—rate acrumulatison of
capital restricts the social determfna—ion uf its use). Marx's
concept of the fetishism of commodities illizstrates hov tiis view

of facts leads one away from compartmentaliz=sd social =cience:
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++. the labor of the individual asserts itself as a part

of the labor of society only by means of the relations which

the act of exchange establishes directly between the products,

~and indirectly, through them, between the producers. To

the latter, therefore, the relations connecting the labor

of one individual with that of the rest appear, not as

direct social relations between individuals at work, but

as what they really are, materia} relations of persons

and social relations of things."
The exchange of commodities embodies the exchange of labor-time and
reatricts the exchange of commodities on the sole basis of use. Be-
cause exchange value is a social relation of production, it is neither
purely economic, nor purely sociological, nor purely aﬁy one thing.
As Marx shows, it is purely historical -~ but not in the sense of the
ac:zdemic discipline of history.

The categories with which Marx anal zed the multi-dimensional
sccial facts he studied were historical categories. 1In conceptualizing .
thre relationships between the phenomena he worked with, he isolated
the dominant features that gave them meaning, in contrast to his
contemporaries, who gave all factors equal weight, and divided them
oniy in terms of consecutive classifications. Marx criticized the
pelitical economists who talked of land, labor, and capital.98 These
insipid categories, he said, each of which could be seen as playing
an equal role in all forms of society, precluded the analysis of the
relations of capitalist society. Rather than "sinking the particular
in the general", as the positivist offspring of moral philosophy
attempted to do, Marx "saw the general in the historically unique."99

We can see the contrast between these two approaches in the

' work of John Kenneth Galbraith and the criticism Marx would have

aimed at this level of analysis. In discussing "Post-Industrial
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AR Society", Galbraith begins his analysis with the technological im~
perative. To him all use and problems of machinery are the same, no
matter.how great the differences in the societies that use it. "Capital-
ist of Communistic, all states tend to converge in character under the
imperatives of technology."lo0 Technology is an autonomous force that

deterwines the direction of social development. Marx replies:

Machinery is no more an economic category than the ox

which draws the plough. The application of machinery in

the present day is one of the relations of our present

economic system, but the way in which machinery is util~

ized is totally distinct from the machinery itself.

Powder is Piﬁier whether used to wound a man or to dress

his wounds.

By using a model that abstracts from the historically specific relations
. of capitalist use of technology, Galbraith precludes the possibility

of critically analyzing those relations. The one~dimensional view

of society that a historicali category produce, leads to an essentially

conservative social science.

In addition, the search for universal categories (or, as it ig
called today, the absolute method) obscures the processes of change.
As Marx pointed out, "The most modern period and the most ancient
period will have certain categories in common ... [but] it is pre-
cisely their divergence from these general and common features which

10
constitutes their development. 2 This view is quite out of keeping
with the positivist '"philosophy" that was behind the establishment of
separate social science disciplines in America. As discussed earlier,

that philosophy points to the counting and generalizing of repetitive

‘ social "data". All exceptions to "empirical” generalizations are
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seen to be, not the basis of growth and development, but examples
of unexplainable deviance.

I have used Marx to illustrate what the fragmentation of the
social sciences sacrificed in the process of academic establishﬁent
and acceptance. It is my belief that the question of the depth in
which a social scientist chooses to view the world is, in the final
analysis an essentially political one (necessarily though not suffi-~

ciently). Marcuse summarizes this point from another angle: i

The dialectical theory of society emphasized the
essential potentialities and contradictions within
this social whole, thereby stressing what could be
done with society, and also exposing the inadequacy
of its actual form. Scientific neutrality was incompat-
ible with the nature of the subject-matter and with
the directions for human practice derived from an

‘ analysis_ of it. Furthermore, the dialectical social

: theory could not be a special science among other sciences,
because it considered the social relations to embrace
and condition all spheres of thought and existence.
Society is the negative totality of all given human
relations ... and not any part of these. For these
reasons, the dialectic was a philosophical and not a
sociological method, one in which every single di-
alectical notion held all of the negative totality
and thus conflicted with anylsgtting off of a special
realm of social relationms.

In contrast,‘the compartmentalized view of society accepts it as an
amalgam of established, one-dimensional, immutable (though ameliorable)
social facts. At the same time, it hides this conservatism behind

the cry of neutrality and declares all questions of multi-dimensional
possibilities or potentialities beyond the realm of science. In the

main, the social science departmeﬁts of the late 19th century, accepted,

. and, indeed were themselves a product of this framework.

v
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Recent History of Interdiéciplihary Debates and Structures

These autonomous dephrtments‘provided the dominant resources
for social scientific research until after the second world war. In
the concluding section of this paper, I will discuss the contempory
attempt to work across the boundaries of the individual disciplines,
\but first, a brief word about the pre-World War II period.

Several exceptional and early attempts to swim against the
current of isolation partially laid the basis for the post-war inter—
disciplinary undertow. In the early 1930's, Wilson Gee, himself, the
director of the Unihersity of Yirginia’s multi-disciplinéry Institute
for Research in the Social Sciences, did a study of existing research
institutes.104 He describes the social research organizations of
eighteen major American colleges and universities and reveals that a
large number of them were mhlti-disciplinary; i.e., they had staffs
of people from_the various social science departments. Most of their
fundipg, however, came from private foundations, (in'contrast to

i

Apost—har massive govermment funding)105 and was consequently incon-
sisteht, unstable and sparse.10 "The research that came out of these
cehte;s was done primariiy by individuals and primarily within the
context of the individual's discipline.107 With their roots in young
and imméture academic departments, the early centers aimed modestly
at the mere encouragement of social research. It is remarkable that
they brought diverse disciplines together if only under the same
budget, considering that disciplines were still trying to define

]

- themselves,

41




— e o _ Page 38

Only one of the early centers (of those I have come across),
the Yale Institute of Human Relations, went beyond the mere housing
of several social sciences, in a sustained attempt to integrate and

co-ordinate the research of its membership. The goals of the IHR were

twofold: '"to promote -co-operative research on problems of human

Welfare and to develop a unified science of individual and social
beha§ior as a foundation for more effective training of physicians,
lawyers, ministers, nurses, teachers and research workers."108 The
institute is particularly interesting in that its early attempts to
create an integrated science of behavior are almost archetypical of
the forms and procedures . of many contemporary interdisciplinary ventures.
The following description of the Yale IHR is bésed on a brief history
that Mark May, its many-year direétor, wroté in 1971.109

| The Institute.of Human Relations was organized in 1929 as part
of a plan to develop and integrate all teaching and research af Yale;110
It was a "voluntary association of scientists"~all of whom did research
in an area related to human behavior and relations.. Attempts at co-
ordination in the early years took two forms. First, they took the
form of teams of various disc¢iplinarians working on a common social
problem. Interdisciplinary studies were done on juvenile delinquency,
automobile accidents, unemployment, mental health, the.administration
of justice, residential mobility. Second, they took the formbof
emphasis on the development of new techniques and the co-ordination
of data obtained by several techniques. May says that the solution
of specific social problems by "frontal attacks" of teams of inves-

tigators using and developing co-crdinated techniques failed in almost
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every instance because this procedure "follows rather than precedes
the development o; scientific theory. It is [he says] no doubt a
pseful procedure and often a necessary one, but mainly after a field
has been cultivated to a point where the problems requiring a multi-
science approach are clearly defined."111 Five years after its in-
ceptipn, the IHR began to explore the possibilities of a theoretical
basis for correlation of the knowledge its researches were discovering
and generating.

The staff and leadership of the Institute brought together
four basic fields in developing a theory of behavior. (Clark Hull's
work on learning which defines conditioning as "an automatic trial
and érror mechanism which mediates, bliﬁdly but beautifully; the

‘ ) adjustment of the organism to a complex environment," served as a
catalyst for three of the institutes' major interests. The psychoan-
alytic bent in the work of John Dollard and Edward Sapir, the con-
ception of social structure in the work;of Sumner and Keller (who
was represented in the Ins;itute by'his student, G, P. Murdock) and
furthe; developed by Loyd Warner, and %he study of culture and its

'impact!on pérsonality and behavior in the work of Sapir and Clark

 Wissler. In 1935-6, Hull, Dollard, Zinn (a psychoénalyst) and others
undertook a éys;ematic exploration of psychoanalytic theéry from the
standpoihé of;learning theory. Previously, Hull had given a seminar
on 1éarniﬁé t#eory. Another series of seminars in the mid-thirties,
each one yéariiﬁ duration, explored the fields of learning and be-

havior theory,'psychoanalysis and psychiatry, and social structure

and'culture.( "The main concepts, principles, methods, and illustrativé

i
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1
data of each were presented informally, and discussed critically.
Particular attention was paid to pcints of overlap among the three

nll2 Thus, through rigorous mutual education and criticism,

fields.
the staff at the Institute began to build on each other's work and
together developed a unified theory of the relationship between

learning, culture and personality infhuman'behavior; That theory then

provided a basis and a direction for future IHR empirical and methodo-

logical work. TAfter numerous points,of contact had been established,

‘and areas of common ground discovered, the number of problems of mutual

interest multiplied rapidly."113

Parodoxically, the Yale Institute of Human Relations was

"squeezed out through administrative conflict with the University in

the early 1950's,114'5ust when interdisciplinarity was becoming'the
vogue. As we will see, the later instftutes have much in common with
the Institute of Human Relations but, unfortunateiy, more wlth“its
blind alleys thqn with its successes. |

The Second World War marks a turning point in the. disciplinary
organization of social research. We will approach the developments

in this most recent period from two angles. TFirst, that of the chrono-

[

. logical development of different kinds of extra-disciplinary research

centers, and second;"that of the continuous debate and discussion of
their role and importance (or lack of importance) in the development
of sccial-research.

Very 11tt1e has been written about the historical growth of
interdisciplinary research What we have been able to come up with
is primarily gleaned from a series of reference catalogues called

Research Centers Directory.115 This series catalogues research
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‘ organizations by subject and givyes a brief, general descr.iption of their
| | purposes and administrative Organizations;A;What follows is a summary
impression of the chronolog}cal development of the various kinds of
poét-war interdisciplinary centers. A more precise study of the Research
Centérs Directory might give us a larger crop of earl&.forms of certain
‘centers, but the trends of development are, I believe, fairly accurate.
The first, most pervasi&e and most heavily funded of the waves
.of new extra;disciplinary centers was in the fiéld of international
 fé1ations'and studies. These cenfers took two forms, The first and,
at that time, less prevalent, studied one country or region of the world
from the perspective of various- disciplines. Part of the reasoning
behind the establishment of the regional kind of research institute
was that so little kﬁqw}edge about these areas existed, that experts
‘ . really needed to be filled in on the basics of their field's f:Lnd:Lngs.116
The Harvard Russian Institute is pérhaps one of the most successful
examples of this kind ofvcenter.117 The secqu form of in;ernational
studies centers stressed compérativé research eitﬁer by one discipline
on two or more regions (as in comparative political systems centers)
“or by various disciplinarians on one problem inrmore than one area.
This second kind of center tended to be less interdisciplinary than
' the first, though the'extent of cross-disciplinary integration in either
has not been very extenéive.
A descriptive and evaluative review of area and language studies,
sponsored by the Social Science Research council was recently published.ll®
It discusses the degree of interdisciplinary integration in 203 graduate
level programs in two ways. First, in terms of the staffs' self-identity

' L in research arid teaching, with the area —- a score of 7 -- or with a

&
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o single discipline without referEnée to the area -- a score of 0.119 ” ’
| Respondents were also asked fo indicate "whether they thought that .
their colleagﬁes:viewed'their area~related activities as (5) highly
prized, (4) mormal and necessary, (3) exotic and tangential, or (2) a
dispensable luxury." The fdllowing table summarizes the not very

. positive results.120

AREA/DISCIPLINE IDENTIFICATION AND RESPONDENTS' JUDGEMENT
- OF COLLEAGUES FAVORABLENESSlzl

TEACHING RESEARCH COLLEAGUES' FAVORABLENESS
. Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank
History 4.53 1 5.19 1 3.87 1
Political Sciénce 3.81 2 4.83 2 3.70 2
Anthropology 3.44 3 4.78 3 3.53 3
Economics 2.74 4 4.45 4 3.28 4
Sociology 2.87 5 4.43 5 3.52 5
Psychology 1.94 6 3.72 6 3.14 6
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. Secondly, the SSRC report discusses :Lni:erdisciplimity in terms
of the integration of disciplines in the training of graduate students.
Though programs havé a large spread of disciplines represented in their
courses and faculty, study of students'
rarely avail themselves of courses outside their own disciplines and
that when they do, the burden of integration is on them.122 In addition,
interdisciplinary‘courses are extremely sparse.123 Richard Lambert,
who wrote this report, asks the very apt question, . "How does this
happen to an educational innovation, one of whose primaéy rationales
is to providé;a bridging of the disciplines, a route of escape for
students from the increasingly tigﬁt restrictions of disciplinary

124

boundaries?" He answers that "... most programs are really Lunse

constellations of faculty members moving their own graduate studemts

-

. . along within: disciplinary pathways to a competence in the ar== within
their discipFines. Perhaps one or two related courses will = taken
'in anothex discipline and some language training, but that jas.all."l25
These problems in area studies centers of bverbearing departmental
loyalties unfortunately crop up, as we will see, in most other kinds
of interdisciplinary institutes.

Another kind of interdisciplinary institute that sprouted after

the second world war, was in the field of human relations, specifically
in industry. 1In his book about American industry's use of social

scientific research, (The Servants of Power), Loren ‘Baritz outlines

the important aspects of human relations:

N
This field ... was, as the name suggests, interdisciplinary;
borrowing from both psychology and sociology, human-relations
. experts freqently were also trained in anthropology and other
related fields. In industrial terms these experts made use
of the psychology of the 1920's and the sociology
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. of the Hawrhorne experiments. The new elsment was

R their focus, as they put it, not on the isolated
individual or on the dehumanized milieu but on the
interrelationships between the individual and his
several environments. Believing it was possible:

to isolate the internal and external pressures on

the individual which would explain his conduct and
thought, the human-relations experts concermed them-
selves with motivation and with small groups in their
search for clues to the enigmas of human behavior.
Interested also in the processes of human relation-
ships, they studied such phenomena as leadership and
‘communication. Making use of relatively new techniques
such as role-playing and sociometry, the human-relations
specialists carved out for themselveslygat they believed
was a distinct professional domain... o

Though human relations had roots in the 1920's and 30's "“ndustrial
relarions" work, it became widesprzad as an exnlicit attempt to com-
ibine the industrial werk of psychology and sociology*during-the late
50's:.and so'é. But,.i:nm the perspective of each of-these.disciplines,
. , sni)stantiv.e interdisciplinary integration (along the lines of the

| Yale Human Relations Ihstitute).ﬁever really took place. The results
of human relations research had its limitations. 1In sociology, Baritz
says, there was a general belief that the "chief impetus to the field
pf,indpstrial sociology came from observational studies in industry

nl27

rather than inference from theoretical principles and this belief

[

discouraged a concentrated effort to tie together the many dissociated
studies.with some kind of underlying theory. Data were piled on data;
statistical analyses ware pursued with increasing vigor. And, as the

industrial psychologisrt Kornhauser developed the criticism in 1947,

The human problems of industry and economic relationships
lie at the very heart of the revolutionary upheavals of our
century.- One might expect industrial psychologists to be
fired by the challenge of these issues. But most of us

' g0 on constructing aptitude tests instead -- and determining
which of two advertiSingzglogans "will sell more of our
company's beauty cream.

Q | ‘ 4}3
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‘ Ir; the 15%¢ 1950's and early 60's the new passwofds for inter-
disciplinary ippPVatjont were urban studies and puBlic affairs and
administration, They #ere later joined by environmental studies
and in the insty¥Ctigpal field py black studies and women;é stud:gteé
Every "new" or ¢YTrent Social problem seemed to spawn a research in-
stitute with a g#ff grom releyant departments. In 1969, the Nétional
Academy-of Sciepf® apd the Social Science Research Council publ%;hed
the Tesults of 4 largefstale survey of the then-present state of the
bemavioral and g/%la)] sFences, in view of their potentials for growth.
Ac-ording to thi% Teport 3/4 of the social scientists wbrking in
unzversity reseg#Ch jpstitutes and 4/5 of research funding were in
in=titutes that POusgq, 3In whatever capacity, more than one discipline.129
By 1969, then, Aﬁeriqaﬁ social geieptific research was most commonly

. organized outsjd?> apq in some caseg, beyond the single discipline's
approach to the Study of sacial life, .%;-turn now to some of the

_main features of this pewly Predominant form of research organization.
In the ¢o#%luqip8 section of the paper, we would like to explore
the literature ¢4 depste on ipterdisciplinary research. Our discussion,
and the way in wﬂich it is Organiéed, is based primarily on the reports
of three conferef%s op 1nterdiscip11narity{' oﬁe came out of a symposium
on "Problems of fnterdiSCiplinary Relationships in the Sécial Sciences"
that was organiz&dwby the Penn gtate Psycho—Social Studies Program in.
1967. The sympoﬁihm was Rart of thig then-new programs's attempt
to build a self-4Mage for.iféelf as agn interdisgiplinary program.130 cen
A second source of our aichSsion 1s a session of.a 1969 meeting of the
. : Council of Gradyste Scn‘)o"]?é”bn "Inter-and Trans—-ciisciplinary Programs."ljl

The Council of gyZduapg Schoolg is ap organization of graduate school
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‘ administrators who attempt to pool their knowledge of the ing and out,
ups and downs; cf graduate education and research. dur thirq Source
is a report on = seminar on "Interdisciplinarity in Universitiey" 132
that was called in 1970 by the Center for Educational Researcp and
Innovation. The CERT is an educatiomal branch of the Organizstion
for Economic Co~operztion and Development (OECD); which has 23 Memper
countries. Its purpose is to support and promote co-operatiop in
educational research among the member countrie; of the OECD.--Thesé
three conferences, one from an interdisciplinary department, aﬂé from
an administrative organization and one from an international ¢Ptey
for education research, reflect the concern among educators wiﬁh the
structure and problems of extra-disciplinary research and teacMng in
universities.

‘ AOur discussion, which mirrors the Preoccupations of thesd®

conferences, will have three general foci. First, we will ta1¥ about

the different kinds of extra-disciplinarity; the definitions (P2t various

commentors offer and the expression of those definitions in dj¢¥Stse

kinds of extra-disciplinary research organization. Next, we I

discuss the difficulties.theSe organizations have encountered, bhth

intellectually and administratively. Finally, we will descripe Qng

or two institutes to illustrate their structural organization 2™ t¢

analyze the sources of successes,-as well as their failures.

One section of the OECD/CERI conference analyzed a quescignnaire

on interdisciplinarity that had been answered by 132 respondent® in

72 colleges and universities around the world. After describip® the

many and diverse responses to the question of the origins of jpfer-

disciplinarity, Guy Berger (Maitre Assistant, Departement des gflences -
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de 1'Education, University of Paris VIIL) comcludes that:

... we are induced to doubt th=:entire approach to

the protilems of interdisciplinarity. There are prac—ically

no experiments which have been conducted on interdis=iplin-

arity alone, whereas there are:existing experiments cdealing

with the needs of science, indiwviduals, society, an& of

the university, all of which end up rather quickly ancountering

the issue of interdisciplinarity. For interdisciplimarity

is the lowest common denominator of 'Eggvation, withent

necessarily being its starting point.
What Berger is saying is that there are so many different icinds of
interdisciplinary centers, and so many ways in which disciniines are
combined, that we should consider the possibility that interdisciplinarity
is nothing more than those centers' lowest common denominator.

In diverse forms and from various angles, the literature of
interdisciplinarity attempts to evaluate the truth of Berger's statement,
It asks the questions: What is interdiscipliparity? Waat ic a discipline?
Is there any such thing as a pure unidiscinpline? A;e there.:assumptions -
or frames of reference that a~e specific t= each discipline? Are those

assumptions contradictory and if they are, how do we deal with contra-

dictory explanations of a single social phenomena? Is there a way

-in which disciplinary styles and explanatory models can complement

each other and how can thoseﬁcomplementé be foumi? Is there zny
quality that all forms of interdisciplinarity have in common? What

are the diffe;ences in those fogms? Why havé people been so interested"
in overcoming their disciplines? Have they been successful? What
does it mean to be successful and what are we really trying to do?

We do not in any way mean to imply that we, or the people we discuss

have the answers to these questions. We can only explore how several

groups of experts have begun to discuss the questions, talk about
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our own and their inclinations, and raise more questdions.
Interdisciplinarity has been discussed in two predominant
ways. The first sees it as the sharing of technology, methodology

and concepts by permanently established fields, for the purpose of

expanding the quantity and quality of empirical data.134 The second

sees it as the.broadening of o0ld disciplines and the creation of new
ones through total absorption of previously external explanatory models.
The first sees interdisciplinarity almost‘as a matter of luck, in that
one discipline's use of another's findings or procedures is seen as an
imposition of beneficial though not.necessary externalities. The
second sees interdisciplinarity as a necessity, arising out of the
interna!l zevelopment of certain disciplines.

Neil Smelser has this to say about the nature of disciplinary
maturity and boundaries in the study of people and the world they

.inhabit:

The presence of numerous 'schools' in a discipline
generally betokens a relative scientific immaturity...
As it achieves scientific maturity, it more nearly
attains consensus on the scientific problems to be
pused, the relevant independent variables, a theoretical
and philosophical perspective, and appropriate research
mefhods. Simultaneously, it witnesses a decline of distinc-
tive schools; a decline in the quantity of polemic about
the 'nature' of the field and the value of different
'approaches' to the field; a decline in propagands,
proselytization, and defensiveness; and an increase

in discussion of findings in relation to-accepted
criteria of validation. The existing disciplines may be
ordered according to the degree to which they currently
manifest these several concomitants of this aspect of
"scientific maturity. At one extreme are mathematics

and physics, and at the other are humanistic disciplines
such as literary and art criticism,,.The social sciences

occupy an intermediate position...135
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This conception of disciplinary study implies a world that is staﬁding
still. Ifiwe assﬁme thaf the ﬁurpose of'sciénce is at least to under-
stand the'world, then the scientific and "hﬁmanistic" categories, the
"accepted criteria of validation" which we bring to bear on the questions
and data we work with, can only be '"mature" (fixed) when the world
becomes fixed. Or, in other words, "The organization of science re-
flects man’slunderstanding of the organization of nature.136 Fortunately,
science has shown that the world not only turns, but turns within a
system. |
Smelser's ideas are one aspect of the argument that is taking'
place in the sciences today over the nature of disciplines and of dis-
ciplinafy study. In contrast stands the formulatién presented by
Piaget.137 He says thaé the internal development of both the natural
and the social sciences has revgaled the necessity of shaking up the
established disciplines and feorganizing them "by means of exchanges

w138

which are in fact constructive re-combinations. He argues that

mathematical and experimental techniques have led to the discovery
of fundamental structures. These structures are sets of necessarf
connecti01f, as opposed to laws which are simply noted as factual
data. They are systems, beyond the boundaries of phenomena, of
"transmissions which are the sole basis of causality but cannot

be noted by tﬁemselves."139 ‘

Ironically,.Piaget demonstrates his tbesis with one of the

fields that Smelser considers most ''mature,” i.e., unchanging and

unconcerned with its own '"mature:"
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«.. the elements studied by chemistry easily lend

themselves to arithmetic enimeration and geometric

- : description and obey the laws of physics, but they

: also have a number of specifically chemical character—

istics (affinity, valence) which are considered ir-
reducable to the former. - The same applies to biology
in relation to chemistry, or sociology in relation to
biology. Any interdisciplinary research is therefore.
excluded in advance, for its very principle is contrary
to that of natural boundaries separating the various
categories of observables from each other. Nevertheless,
modern theories based on electronic models of ionic
valences or co-valences show well enough how subjective
the boundaries between chemistry and physics are. and
how the search for causal explanations is essential
to scientific activity and at the same time provides
a source of interdisciplinary connections ...We are
compelled to look for interactions and common mech-
anisms. Interdisciplinarity becomes the pre-tequisite
of progress in research, instead of being a luxury
or bargain article. The comparatively recent pop-
ularity of attempts at interdisciplinarity therefore
does not seem to be due to quirks of fashion or (or
not only) to social constraints imposing increasingly

. complex problems. It seems to result from an internal

evolution of science under the dual influence of the
need for explanation, and therefore the atteppt to
supplement mere laws by causal "models" ...

These are the two opposing themes that domipate recent discussions

of extra—disciplinary study in the sciences (here with particular re-
"gard to the social sciences). The first, as presented by any number

of social scientists, here represented by Smelser, assumes present
boundaries fixed, and calls for exchanges of methods and concepts in

the attempt to accumulate the greatest possible amount of data: "The
institutional goal of science is the extension of empirical knowledge."l[’1
The second, as articulated by Piaget, calls for the complete reshaping
of knowledge "by means of éxchanges which are in fact, construétive
re-combinations.” Each of these views is the culmination of lines

. of thinking and studying that can be traced back to the emergence of

social science from moral philosophy which was taking place throughout
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the nineteenth century. Two aspects of that emergence have been dis-
cussed here: the development of positivist departmentalized social
science and the dialectical alternative posed by Marx. We will now
discuss how both the varying definitions of interdisciplinarity and
the varying ways in which it is institutionalized, reflect the dis~
tinctions of these two points of view. -
People who write about interdisciplinarity dse different words
for the same concepts. Herz I will try to simplify the rather verbose
discussion of definitions.142 There seem to be three important and
- prevalent kinds of extra~-disciplinary social scientific research. Thé
first, about which there is the most general consensus on terms, we
will call muitidisciplinarity. It signifies the mere juxtaposition
of more than one discipline, intellectually, as the addition without
integration of knowledge, and institutionally, as the presence of
varying dispiplines within a research institute. Heinz Heckhausen,
a German psychologist and participant in the OCED conference, calls
this "Composite Interdisciplinarity'". He uses the example cof city
planning to describe it.
City planning ... asks the questions of sciences as
diverse as engineering, architecture, economics, biology,
psychology and others. 1In a strict sense, even the re-
spective material fields of these disciplines do not
overlap, let alone the related subject matters and levels of
theoretical integration. What keeps such a strange assembly
of disciplines together, however, is.a jigsaw puzzle-like
composition of adjacent material fields within the complex
compound which the realityoof city life is. The interde-
pendencies of multifarious conditions in the diverse material
fields have to be explored for their influence on important
issues of urban life like health, economic welfare, graceful

living, opportunities for child development aEZBOCher goals
set by human values transcending all science.
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It ma} be overly genercus to atéribute the explorations of the
"interdependencies of mukifafious conditions in diverse material
'fields" to multidisciplinéry ceﬁters but this is certainly the general
idea behind bringing the discipllnes together in them,

The second kind of exéra—disciplinary center we will call inter-
disciplinary, though sometimes what we are here describing is called
cross—disciplinarity. It signifiés, as Smelser and any number of
other social scientists project and recommend, the use by one
discipline of the analytical todls of another. Here one discipline
is dominant, but is assisted by others. There is a one-way movement
Zom donor to recipient. The application of game theory to economic
behavior or the statistical analysis of historical censuses are
examples of interdisciplinarity. Institutionally, most problem-orientéd
research institutes are interdisciplinary in the sense that the pPresence
in-them of diverse disciplinarians is for the purpose of bringing

together as many relevant methods and points of view as possible.

@&he‘third predominant classification of extra-disciplinary
research is trans-disciplinarity. It signifies the creation of new
fields